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President  and  Members: 

The  Controller’s  Audits  Division  presents  itsj^port  on  the  review  of  the  San  Francisco 
Traffic  Offender  Program  (program),  which  seeks  to  reduce  in  San  Francisco  the  number 
of  individuals  who  operate  vehicles  without  possessing  drivers’  licenses  or  who  have 
suspended  or  revoked  licenses.  The  report  concludes  that  the  program  generally  accounted 
for  revenues  and  expenditures,  but  that  the  Police  Department’s  traffic  division,  which 
operates  the  program,  needs  to  improve  some  of  the  administrative  practices  for  the 
program. 

The  department’s  response  is  attached  to  this  report.  The  Controller’s  Audits  Division  will 
be  working  with  the  traffic  division  to  follow  up  on  the  status  of  the  recommendations 
made  in  this  report. 


Respectfully  submitted, 
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SUMMARY 


RESULTS  IN  BRIEF 


Audit  Highlights... 

We  found  the  follow- 
ing during  our  review 
of  the  San  Francisco 
Traffic  Offender 
Program  (program): 

0 The  program 
collected  $4.2 
million  in  admini- 
strative fees  but  did 
not  account 
correctly  for  almost 
$87,000. 

0 The  program  needs 
to  improve  some 
administrative 
practices. 

0 The  program  may 
be  losing  some  of 
the  proceeds  from 
abandoned  cars. 


From  fiscal  year  1994-95  through  fiscal  year  1999-2000,  the 
traffic  division  of  the  Police  Department  (department)  of  the 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  (City)  generally  accounted 
for  the  administrative  fees  it  collected  for  the  San  Francisco  Traffic 
Offender  Program  (program).  The  purpose  of  the  program  is  to 
reduce  in  San  Francisco  the  number  of  individuals  who  operate 
vehicles  without  possessing  drivers’  licenses  or  who  have 
suspended  or  revoked  licenses.  If  the  department  cites  drivers,  their 
vehicles  are  towed  and  impounded,  and  released  when  owners  pay 
the  $150  administrative  fees.  For  the  six  fiscal  years  we  reviewed, 
the  traffic  division  reported  collecting  $4,199,358  in  administrative 
fees,  and  it  paid  $3,002,789  for  expenses,  personnel,  and 
equipment  related  to  the  program.  However,  the  traffic  division’s 
internal  records  show  that  it  collected  $86,992  more  in  fees  than  it 
recorded  in  the  Controller’s  Financial  Accounting  and 
Management  Information  System  (FAMIS).  Because  the 
department  did  not  retain  all  records  when  its  permit  bureau  was  in 
charge  of  collecting  the  program’s  administrative  fees,  we  could 
not  determine  the  reason  for  the  discrepancy.  However,  the  traffic 
division  properly  spent  funds  for  the  purposes  of  the  program. 

Not  only  did  the  traffic  division  account  incorrectly  for  some 
administrative  fees,  but  it  also  administered  other  program  areas 
inadequately.  For  example,  the  traffic  division  does  not  sufficiently 
control  some  of  the  release  forms  it  issues  to  owners  of  vehicles 
cited  under  the  program.  In  this  way,  the  traffic  division  increases 
the  potential  that  it  may  issue  the  forms  improperly.  The  traffic 
division  also  does  not  keep  track  of  owners  of  vehicles  who  do  not 
claim  their  vehicles,  who  do  not  pay  the  $150  administrative  fee, 
and  who  leave  their  vehicles  for  City  Tow',  the  towing  company 
under  contract  with  the  City  to  tow  cars  at  the  order  of  the 
department  or  the  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic,  to  sell  or 
dismantle.  Furthermore,  the  traffic  division  does  not  deposit  into 
the  bank  in  a timely  manner  the  cash  receipts  from  the  program. 

Finally,  the  traffic  division  does  not  receive  any  information  from 
City  Tow  on  the  status  of  vehicles  towed  and  impounded  under  the 
program.  Without  this  information,  the  traffic  division  cannot 
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determine  if  City  Tow  may  have  incorrectly  released  vehicles 
without  obtaining  the  proper  release  forms  from  the  traffic 
division.  The  traffic  division  may  also  be  losing  some  of  the 
proceeds  that  City  Tow  receives  when  it  disposes  of  abandoned 
vehicles  cited  under  the  program. 
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INTRODUCTION 


BACKGROUND 


The  Police  Department  (department)  of  the  City  and  County 
of  San  Francisco  (City)  established  the  San  Francisco 
Traffic  Offender  Program  (program)  to  reduce  in  San 
Francisco  the  number  of  people  who  operate  vehicles  without 
possessing  drivers’  licenses  or  who  have  suspended  or  revoked 
drivers’  licenses.  Using  a three-year  grant  from  the  State  of 
California,  the  department  started  a program  of  enforcement, 
education,  and  prosecution  in  1 994.  The  department  used  the  grant 
primarily  to  pay  for  traffic  safety  operations  and  a dedicated 
district  attorney  to  prosecute  individuals  who  have  suspended 
drivers’  licenses.  The  department,  using  the  authority  of  the 
California  Vehicle  Code,  towed  and  held  in  storage  the  vehicles  of 
unlicensed  drivers  and  of  drivers  with  suspended  or  revoked 
drivers’  licenses. 


To  further  assist  funding  this  program,  the  City’s  Board  of 
Supervisors  approved  an  ordinance  in  1 994  allowing  the 
department  to  collect  an  administrative  fee  of  $150  for  those 
vehicles  towed  under  the  program.  The  administrative  fee  allows 
the  City  to  recover  the  costs  incurred  in  the  removal, 
impoundment,  storage,  and  release  of  vehicles  towed  under  the 
program.  The  department  deposits  into  the  City’s  commercial  bank 
account  for  pooled  funds  the  fees  that  the  department’s  traffic 
division  collects,  and  the  City  credits  them  to  the  Traffic  Offender 
Fund  (fund).  The  department  then  uses  the  funds  to  pay  for 
expenses,  personnel,  and  equipment  related  to  the  program. 

To  keep  track  of  the  drivers  cited  under  the  program,  the  traffic 
division  maintains  a database  listing  the  names  of  the  drivers  and 
the  citation  numbers  issued  to  these  drivers.  The  traffic  division 
uses  a cash  register  to  record  each  fee  collected,  and  the  traffic 
division  gives  a cash  register  tape  as  a receipt  to  the  vehicle  owner. 
The  traffic  division  then  issues  a prenumbered  release  form  that  the 
vehicle  owner  must  present  to  obtain  release  of  the  towed  vehicle. 
In  addition,  the  traffic  division  records  each  fee  it  collects  in  a 
manual  ledger  and  deposits  its  collection  periodically,  generally 
weekly. 
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Residents  of  San  Francisco  whose  vehicles  are  towed  by  the 
program  sometimes  receive  exemptions  from  or  waivers  of  the 
$150  administrative  fee.  The  program  exempts  owners  of  stolen 
vehicles  from  paying  the  administrative  fees.  Other  vehicle  owners 
are  entitled  to  a hearing  if  they  believe  that  they  have  reasons  for 
receiving  waivers  of  the  administrative  fee.  A program  hearing 
officer  at  the  traffic  division  conducts  these  hearings.  If  the  hearing 
officer  finds  reasons  for  waiving  an  owner’s  administrative  fee,  the 
officer  issues  a waiver  that  authorizes  City  Tow  to  release  the 
vehicle  to  the  registered  owner. 

City  Tow  has  a contract  with  the  City  to  handle  all  towing  services 
ordered  by  the  department  and  the  Department  of  Parking  and 
Traffic.  If  the  owner  of  a towed  vehicle  does  not  pay  the  traffic 
division’s  administrative  fee  and  does  not  claim  the  vehicle.  City 
Tow  sells  the  vehicle  in  an  auction,  dismantles  it,  or  junks  it  to 
recover  the  storage  fees.  According  to  the  officer  in  charge  of  the 
program,  the  department’s  permit  bureau  collected  the  fees  from 
October  1,  1994,  through  November  30,  1996,  while  the  traffic 
division  processed  the  paperwork  to  release  the  towed  vehicles. 
Beginning  December  1 , 1 996,  the  traffic  division  has  continued  to 
process  the  paperwork,  and  it  has  also  assumed  the  collection 
function. 

The  department’s  fiscal  division  and  traffic  division  requested  that 
the  Office  of  the  Controller  audit  the  program.  The  divisions  made 
this  request  because  the  program  had  not  been  audited  since  the 
program’s  inception  in  1994  and  because  they  wanted  to  identify 
opportunities  for  improving  the  internal  controls  over  the  program 
and  its  operations. 


SCOPE  AND  METHODOLOGY 

The  purpose  of  this  audit  was  to  determine  whether  the  traffic 
division  properly  accounted  for  the  administrative  fees  it  collected 
for  the  program  and  whether  the  department  properly  spent  the 
funds  for  expenses,  personnel,  and  equipment  related  to  the 
program.  The  audit  covered  the  period  December  1 , 1 994,  through 
June  30,  2000. 

To  conduct  the  audit,  we  interviewed  the  traffic  division's  key 
employees  to  gain  an  understanding  of  the  traffic  division’s 
procedures  for  collecting  the  administrative  fees  and  releasing 
vehicles  to  registered  owners.  We  also  assessed  the  traffic 
division’s  internal  controls  over  the  collection  process.  To 


4 


determine  if  the  traffic  division  accurately  recorded  its  cash 
collections,  we  verified  that  the  traffic  division  recorded  the 
revenue  collected  for  each  working  day  during  the  period  under 
review.  We  randomly  selected  1 5 days  from  this  period  and  traced 
the  total  daily  cash  collections  from  the  daily  cash  report  to  the 
amounts  shown  on  the  traffic  division’s  cash  register  tapes  and  to 
the  amounts  recorded  by  the  traffic  division  in  its  manual  records. 
For  9 days  of  the  audit  period,  we  also  examined  cash  register 
tapes  with  sequential  numbers  to  verify  that  the  traffic  division 
accounted  for  each  day’s  cash  transactions. 

Further,  to  determine  whether  the  traffic  division  maintained 
accurate  records,  we  conducted  several  reviews  and  comparisons. 
After  randomly  selecting  44  case  files  that  the  traffic  division 
recorded  in  its  case  file  database,  we  assessed  whether  the  traffic 
division  retained  a copy  of  the  release  form  issued  to  each  driver 
and  whether  the  traffic  division  recorded  the  cash  register  receipt 
number  on  the  release  form.  If  the  traffic  division  had  waived  the 
administrative  fee,  we  checked  whether  the  traffic  division  had 
retained  a copy  of  the  approved  waiver.  We  also  compared  the 
information  in  the  program’s  files  to  the  information  maintained  at 
City  Tow.  Finally,  we  reviewed  the  records  in  the  Controller’s 
Financial  Accounting  and  Management  Information  System 
(FAMIS)  to  verify  that  the  revenues  and  expenditures  recorded  in 
FAMIS  agreed  with  the  traffic  division’s  records. 
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AUDIT  RESULTS 


THE  TRAFFIC  DIVISION  GENERALLY 
ACCOUNTED  FOR  REVENUES  AND 
EXPENDITURES  RELATED  TO  THE  SAN 
FRANCISCO  TRAFFIC  OFFENDER  PROGRAM 

From  fiscal  years  1994-95  through  1999-2000,  the 
Controller’s  Financial  Accounting  and  Management 
Information  System  (FAMIS)  shows  that  the  traffic  division 
of  the  Police  Department  (department)  collected  $4,199,358  in 
administrative  fees  and  paid  $3,002,789  for  expenses,  personnel, 
and  equipment  related  to  the  San  Francisco  Traffic  Offender 
Program  (program).  Although  the  traffic  division  correctly 
accounted  for  program  expenditures,  its  internal  records  show  that 
it  collected  $86,992  more  than  it  recorded  in  FAMIS.  The  table 
below  shows  the  revenues  and  expenditures  for  each  fiscal  year 
since  the  program’s  inception. 


TABLE 


San  Francisco  Traffic  Offender  Program 
Revenues  and  Expenditures 


Fiscal  Year 

Revenues 

Expenditures 

Net  Income  (Loss) 

1994-95 

$387,023 

$0 

$387,023 

1995-96 

660,048 

52,353 

607,695 

1996-97 

769,250 

350,019 

419,231 

1997-98 

717,986 

675,124 

42,862 

1998-99 

751 ,600 

966,297 

(214,697) 

1999-00 

913,451 

958,996 

(45,545) 

Total 

$4,199,358 

$3,002,789 

$1,196,569 

The  Traffic  Division’s  Records 
Differed  From  FAMIS  Records 

When  we  compared  the  amounts  recorded  in  the  traffic  division’s 
internal  records  to  the  amounts  the  traffic  division  recorded  in 
FAMIS,  the  traffic  division’s  records  indicated  that  it  collected 
$4,286,350  in  administrative  fees,  or  $86,992  more  than  the 
amount  shown  in  FAMIS.  According  to  the  officer  in  charge  of  the 
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The  traffic  division’s 
internal  records 
overstate  collections 
by  almost  $87,000. 


The  traffic  division’s 
expenditures  for 
the  program  were 
proper. 


program,  the  traffic  division  does  not  have  a staff  member  assigned 
to  reconcile  the  traffic  division’s  internal  records  with  the  records 
that  the  traffic  division  maintains  in  FAMIS. 

Furthermore,  the  traffic  division  did  not  have  all  the  documents  to 
support  its  records  of  revenues.  From  December  1,  1994,  through 
November  30,  1996,  the  department’s  permit  bureau  was  in  charge 
of  collecting  the  administrative  fees,  and  the  traffic  division  was  in 
charge  of  processing  all  the  case  file  paperwork.  The  permit  bureau 
transferred  the  collection  function  to  the  traffic  division  on 
December  1,  1996.  The  permit  bureau  did  not  retain  supporting 
documents  for  the  program,  such  as  cash  register  tapes  for  the  fees 
that  the  permit  bureau  collected  during  this  period.  As  a result,  we 
could  not  verify  the  accuracy  of  the  permit  bureau’s  collections  for 
that  period.  According  to  the  officer  in  charge  of  the  program,  the 
permit  bureau  discarded  the  supporting  documents,  and  the  traffic 
division  received  only  copies  of  the  processing  forms  for  the 
permit  bureau’s  cash  receipts,  which  the  traffic  division  used  to 
record  the  fees  collected  in  the  traffic  division’s  internal  records. 
For  these  reasons,  we  could  not  determine  the  cause  of  the  S86,992 
discrepancy. 


The  Traffic  Division  Properly  Used  the 
Traffic  Offender  Fund  to  Pay  for  Program  Costs 

Although  records  for  the  traffic  division’s  collections  exhibit  a 
discrepancy,  a sample  of  the  traffic  division’s  expenditures  from 
the  fund  shows  that  the  traffic  division  properly  acquired  goods 
and  services  for  the  program.  Fund  expenditures  were  supported  by 
executed  purchase  orders,  receipt  reports  from  the  department’s 
central  shop,  specification  reports,  purchase  requisitions,  and 
vendor  invoices.  Some  major  capital  expenditures  included 
purchases  of  motorcycles  and  cars.  Flowever,  the  department  did 
not  assign  the  cars  to  the  traffic  division.  Instead,  the  captain  of  the 
fiscal  division,  which  is  responsible  for  overseeing  the  financial 
activities  of  the  department,  indicated  that  the  field  operation 
bureau  was  using  the  vehicles.  All  the  officers  assigned  to  the  field 
operation  bureau  are  responsible  for  traffic  enforcement,  and 
charging  the  program  for  the  cars  was  the  fiscal  division’s  effort  to 
allocate  some  of  field  operation  bureau’s  costs  for  supporting  the 
program. 
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SOME  OF  THE  PROGRAM’S  ADMINISTRATIVE 
PRACTICES  NEED  IMPROVEMENT 


The  traffic  division  generally  uses  proper  procedures  to  record 
collections  for  and  expenditures  from  the  fund;  nevertheless,  the 
traffic  division  needs  to  improve  some  of  its  administrative 
procedures  for  the  San  Francisco  Traffic  Offender  Program.  The 
traffic  division  does  not  account  for  the  number  of  release  forms  it 
issues  each  day,  and  it  does  not  prenumber  the  forms  it  uses  when 
it  waives  for  owners  of  recovered  stolen  vehicles  the  $150 
administrative  fee.  Because  it  does  not  control  these  forms,  the 
traffic  division  increases  the  potential  that  its  staff  may  issue  the 
forms  improperly.  The  traffic  division  also  does  not  record  whether 
owners  cited  under  the  program  appear  before  the  traffic  division 
to  pay  the  $150  administrative  fee.  Furthermore,  the  traffic 
division  does  not  deposit  into  the  bank  in  a timely  manner  the  cash 
receipts  from  the  program.  Instead  of  making  timely  deposits,  the 
traffic  division  retained  its  receipts  for  an  average  of  eight  days 
before  making  deposits  averaging  $29,000. 


The  traffic  division 
does  not  adequately 
control  vehicle 
release  forms. 


The  Traffic  Division  Has  Weak 
Controls  Over  Its  Vehicle  Release  Forms 

The  traffic  division  does  not  adequately  control  the  forms  it  uses  to 
allow  owners  of  towed  vehicles  to  retrieve  their  vehicles.  Owners 
of  vehicles  impounded  under  the  program  need  to  obtain  the  traffic 
division’s  authorization  so  that  they  can  retrieve  their  vehicles 
from  City  Tow  that  towed  and  impounded  the  vehicles.  The  traffic 
division  issues  two  types  of  vehicle  release  forms.  The  traffic 
division  issues  one  type  of  form  to  vehicle  owners  who  pay  the 
$150  administrative  fee,  and  it  issues  another  type  to  owners 
whose  fees  the  traffic  division  has  waived.  Although  the  traffic 
division  prenumbers  the  forms  issued  to  owners  who  pay  the  fee, 
the  traffic  division  does  not  keep  track  of  the  sequence  of  numbers 
on  the  forms  it  issues.  The  traffic  division  also  does  not  reconcile 
the  amount  of  fees  it  collects  with  the  number  of  prenumbered 
forms  it  issues  each  day.  Moreover,  the  traffic  division  does  not 
restrict  access  to  the  forms,  and  this  practice  increases  the  risk  that 
staff  may  improperly  take  and  use  the  forms. 

Unlike  the  first  type  of  form,  the  traffic  division’s  other  release 
form,  which  goes  to  owners  who  have  received  waivers  of  the 
administrative  fee,  is  not  prenumbered.  Because  it  does  not  use 
prenumbered  forms,  the  traffic  division  does  not  know  whether  any 
forms  are  missing  or  whether  anyone  used  the  forms  improperly  to 


release  vehicles.  Although  the  division  requires  that  copies  of  fee 
waivers  be  kept  in  appropriate  case  files,  we  found  that  some  of  the 
case  files  did  not  contain  copies  of  the  fee  waivers. 


The  Traffic  Division  Does  Not  Keep 

Track  of  Cash  Register  Receipts’  Serial  Numbers 

The  traffic  division  uses  a cash  register  to  record  the  collection  of 
the  program’s  $150  administrative  fee  from  car  owners  required  to 
pay  the  fee,  but  the  traffic  division  does  not  keep  track  of  the  serial 
numbers  that  the  cash  register  generates  sequentially  with  each 
transaction.  The  serial  numbers  serve  as  an  internal  control  to 
verify  the  number  of  transactions  that  the  traffic  division  records 
each  day.  By  documenting  the  beginning  and  ending  serial 
numbers  each  day,  the  traffic  division  could  calculate  the  number 
of  times  it  collected  the  $150  administrative  fee  and  then  reconcile 
that  figure  with  the  amount  it  actually  collected. 


The  traffic  division 
is  slow  in  depositing 
revenues. 


The  Traffic  Division  Does  Not 
Deposit  Cash  Receipts  Promptly 

The  traffic  division  does  not  promptly  deposit  into  the  bank  the 
program’s  cash  receipts.  We  analyzed  bank  deposits  made  by  the 
traffic  division  from  July  1,  2000,  through  October  16,  2000,  and 
found  that  the  traffic  division  retained  its  receipts  for  an  average  of 
eight  days  before  making  deposits  that  averaged  $29,000. 

However,  to  maintain  strong  internal  controls,  the  traffic  division 
should  deposit  its  receipts  daily  so  that  it  reduces  the  possibility  of 
theft  or  irregularities.  The  officer  in  charge  of  the  program 
informed  us  that  the  traffic  division  deposits  receipts  when  a staff 
member  is  available  to  make  the  deposits. 


THE  TRAFFIC  DIVISION  NEEDS  TO  OBTAIN 
INFORMATION  ON  THE  STATUS  OF  CARS 
TOWED  UNDER  THE  PROGRAM 

The  traffic  division  does  not  receive  any  information  from  City 
Tow  on  the  status  of  vehicles  towed  and  impounded  under  the 
program.  Without  such  information,  the  traffic  division  cannot 
check  whether  City  Tow  incorrectly  releases  vehicles  before 
obtaining  the  proper  forms  from  the  traffic  division.  In  our  test  of 
44  case  files  to  determine  whether  owners  paid  the  $150 
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The  traffic  division 
may  be  losing 
proceeds  from 
impounded  cars  that 
are  sold  when 
unclaimed. 


administrative  fee,  28  owners  did  not  pay  the  fee  but  instead 
abandoned  their  vehicles.  When  we  examined  the  records  of  City 
Tow,  however,  we  found  that  City  Tow  did  not  have  any  records 
showing  that  it  had  towed  or  impounded  2 of  the  28  vehicles.  If  the 
traffic  division  received  information  from  City  Tow  on  the  status 
of  vehicles  towed  and  impounded  under  the  program,  the  traffic 
division  could  determine  whether  City  Tow  had  released  a vehicle 
without  first  obtaining  from  the  claimant  the  proper  release  form. 

The  traffic  division  may  also  be  losing  some  of  the  proceeds  that 
City  Tow  receives  when  it  disposes  of  abandoned  vehicles.  When 
vehicles  go  unclaimed,  City  Tow  may  dispose  of  the  vehicles  by 
selling  the  vehicles  at  public  auction  or  by  dismantling  the  vehicles 
and  selling  the  parts.  City  Tow  is  required  to  pay  to  the  City  from 
the  proceeds  any  fees,  such  as  traffic  fines,  owed  to  the  City,  and 
City  Tow  is  allowed  to  keep  any  amounts  remaining.  Of  the  26 
vehicles  for  which  City  Tow  had  records,  City  Tow  sold  7 vehicles 
at  auction  and  dismantled  the  remaining  19  vehicles.  According  to 
a representative  of  City  Tow,  the  sale  proceeds  did  not  cover  the 
company’s  storage  fees,  so  City  Tow  retained  all  the  proceeds  as 
allowed  under  its  contract  with  the  City.  However,  if  the  sale 
proceeds  had  exceeded  the  storage  fees,  City  Tow  should  have 
used  the  excess  proceeds  to  pay  the  traffic  division  the  $150 
administrative  fee  that  the  vehicle’  owner  chose  not  to  pay. 

According  to  the  head  of  the  traffic  division,  the  department  has 
requested  that  the  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic  require  City 
Tow  to  pay  the  traffic  division  whenever  City  Tow  sells  any 
vehicles  impounded  under  the  program.  We  cannot  estimate  the 
amount  of  money  that  the  traffic  division  could  have  recovered 
during  the  fiscal  years  we  reviewed,  but  the  City  should  require 
City  Tow  to  pay  to  the  traffic  division  any  excess  proceeds  from 
vehicles  impounded  under  the  program. 


RECOMMENDATIONS 

To  ensure  that  the  Police  Department’s  traffic  division  properly 
accounts  for  collections  of  the  administrative  fee  for  the  San 
Francisco  Traffic  Offenders  Program,  the  traffic  division  should 
reconcile  regularly  its  internal  records  of  collections  with  the 
amounts  it  records  in  FAMIS. 
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To  improve  the  administrative  practices  it  uses  to  manage  the 

program,  the  traffic  division  should  take  the  following  actions: 

• Print  serial  numbers  on  the  release  forms  that  the  traffic 
division  uses  to  waive  the  administrative  fee.  The  traffic 
division  should  also  physically  secure  all  its  release  forms  and 
keep  track  of  the  forms’  serial  numbers.  At  the  end  of  each  day, 
using  the  serial  numbers,  the  traffic  division  should  reconcile 
and  account  for  all  the  forms  that  it  issued  and  the  forms  that 
remain,  and  it  should  reconcile  the  number  of  release  forms 
issued  to  the  total  revenue  shown  on  the  cash  register  tape. 

• Record  in  the  traffic  division’s  database  the  serial  numbers  of 
the  release  forms  it  issues  and  record  whether  the 
administrative  fee  was  paid,  waived,  or  unpaid  for  each  citation 
issued  under  the  program. 

• Deposit  collections  promptly.  If  the  traffic  division  does  not 
have  available  staff,  it  should  consider  using  an  armored  car 
service  to  deliver  deposits  to  the  traffic  division’s  bank. 

• Request  City  Tow  to  provide  to  the  traffic  division  regular 
reports  on  the  status  of  vehicles  towed  and  impounded  under 
the  program.  The  traffic  division  should  also  arrange  with  City 
Tow  to  collect  any  proceeds  that  City  Tow  receives  when  it 
auctions  or  dismantles  vehicles  not  claimed  by  owners. 


We  conducted  this  review  according  to  generally  accepted  government  auditing  standards.  We 
limited  our  review  to  those  areas  specified  in  the  audit  scope  section  of  this  report. 


Staff:  Carmen  LeFranc,  Audit  Manager 
Mohamed  Hosny 
Ann  Foley 


cc:  Mayor 

Board  of  Supervisors 
Civil  Grand  Jury 
Budget  Analyst 
Public  Library 
KPMG  LLP 
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, 


SAN  FRANCISCO  POLICE  DEPARTMENT 
RESPONSE  TO  THE  AUDIT: 


POLICE  DEPARTMENT 

CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

THOMAS  J.  CAHILL  HALL  OF  JUSTICE 
850  BRYANT  STREET 
SAN  FRANCISCO,  CALIFORNIA  94103 


FREDH.LAU 
CHIEF  OF  POLICE 


July  6,  2001 


Mr.  Edward  Harrington 
Controller 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
City  Hall,  Room  316 
1 Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4694 


Dear  Mr.  Harrington, 

We  have  reviewed  the  report  on  the  San  Francisco  Traffic  Offender  Program  and  concur 
with  the  results  and  recommendations  provided  by  the  Controller’s  Audits  Division.^  This 
audit  was  conducted  at  the  request  of  the  Police  Department,  as  it  is  the  Department  s 
desire  to  strengthen  its  internal  controls.  The  Department  is  pleased  with  the  results  of 
this  project. 

The  Traffic  Division  of  the  Police  Department  will  work  with  your  office  to  implement 
the  recommendations  provided  in  the  report.  The  Department  is  grateful  to  you  and  your 
staff  for  the  assistance  with  this  effort. 

Very  truly  yours, 


12 


